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Mr. Thomas N. Tetting
Division of Oil, Gas and Mining
4241 State 0ffice Building
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

RE: Roosevel t Mine
Condition No. 2
Mined Land Reclamation Contract

Dear Mr. Tetting:

Enclosed please find a copy of our required report regarding soils and
vegetation at the Roosevelt Mine which is dated July .|2, l9B4 and the fol'low-
up letter dated July'16,'1984. Both'letters were addressed to Mr. James l,J.
Smith, Jr. of the Division of 0i1, Gas and Mining. You should be able to
contact him with regard to the photographs we had enclosed.

Please contact my office if you should have further guestions.

Sincerely,

Richard E. Blubaugh
Regulatory Affains Manager

Encl

REB/jr
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July .I2, 
1984

Mr. James W. Smith, Jr.
Division of 0il, Gas and Mining
4241 State 0ffice Building
Salt Lake City, Utah 84.|14

Re: Reclamation Contract Condition #2
Soils and Vegetation at Roosevelt Mine

Dear Mr. Smi th:

_ As agreed during our meeting of November 30, l9B3 and confirmed in my
letter of January 19, 1984, I am herein providing the additional information
requested on the Colorado site named the Roosevelt Mine.

Enclosed is a photocopy of the results obtained from a composite soil
sample of the top twe'lve inches of material at the site. All the parameters
shown on the draft sampling guideline were determined by the reconrnended methods.
This work was performed by c0RE Laboratories, Inc., casper, wyoming.

Table I compares the common parameters found in Tab'le 4-3(p.35) of the MK
report, "Methodology for Reclamation/Revegetation of Uranium Mined Lands in
Utah and Colorado, September, 

.|983".

TABLE I

Soil Comparison: Roosevelt/MK Report

Parameter ffi Roosevel t
pH

Conducti vi ty (nrnhos/cm)
Soluble Na(meg/] )
Soluble Ca(meg/l )
Soluble Mg(meg/1 )
SAR
Carbonates (lime)
Soluble K (ppm)
Nitrate (ppm)
Phosphorus (ppm)
Texture Classifi cation

8.06
5.8

34. 6

\ 26.2

14. B
+

166.2.|53.2

2.4
Non typical
Appears to be

7.8
.38

lt.6
4.1

2.9
+

8l
6.8

.8

- 8.6
- 11.8
- 98.8
-lt3

-43
-++
-320
-401
- 9.0

7.67
2.60
8.7

23.0r. ^, -4s) z t '5
2.5
+ (6.2a)

27.4 (.7 meg/R)
3.6
5.3
Sandy loom

sandy loom
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The results indicate some basic similarities with the soils shown in the
MK report. They also show some notable dissimilarities. The sim'ilarities
include: pH, conductivity, calcium and magnesium content, lime content,
phosphorus content, and texture classification. The dissimilarities are sodium
content, SAR, and the concentrations of the nutrients available from potass'ium
and nitrate. l^lith the exceptions of sodium and SAR va'lues, the basic nature
of the soils appear to be relatively similar in nature to the soils of the
other mines included in the MK report. These differences would tend to in-
dicate that the Roosevelt soils would be somewhat more amenab'le to successfu'l
revegetation. However, the substantially lower concentrations of potassium
and nitrates offset the advantage offered by less sodic soil conditions making
definite conclusions difficult to determine. These findings appear to further
substant'iate the following statement made by MK in their report.

" The tremendous diversity of geologic materials makes jt seem
unlikely that a particular formation would have uniform proper-
ties affecting revegetation". (p.36)

It should be noted that a comparison of the Roosevelt data with those
soils shown as be'ing derived from the Saltwash formation in the pinyon-juniper
vegetation group (j.e., 0ctober, Pandora and Rim Columbus) indicates less
difference between the SAR and Na values. For example, the average SAR value
for these mines is 6.7 companed to 2.5 for the Roosevelt. And the average Na
value is 21.6 compared to 8.7 for the Rooseve'lt. The big differences continue
to be the potassium and nitrates, although these differences are also lessened
when comparing only the saltwash mines.

As shown by the soj1 results, the Roosevelt site has alkaline soils w'ith
less than adequate nutrient levels. These conditions are s'imilar to many of
the sites in Utah.

The MK report categorizes the Roosevelt site along with Atlas' other mines
in Table 3..|, pp. 2l and 22. The elevat'ion at the Roosevelt is just under
6000 feet. The majority of Atlas' Utah mines are between 6000 and 7000 feet.
Rainfall at the Roosevelt ranges from ll to 14 inches per year. This is quite
sim'ilar to the range of 12 to 16 inches shown for the majoiity of the Utah
mines. Most of the Utah mines are in the upper pinyon-juniper vegetation group,
although a few are in the lower pinyon-juniper vegetation group which is the
vegetation group found at the Roosevelt. Thus the topographic and biologicai
conditions are also relatively similar.

0n May 27' .l984, I visited the reclaimed Roosevelt mine site. Due to
other pressing priorities Ihave not been able to return for a second evaluation
of vegetatjon growth. My observations at that time are shown below. Photographs
were taken which I intended to include with th'is report. However, due to
unexpected delays from the photo 1ab, duplicate photographs are not availab'le
at thi.s time. They will be forwarded under separate cover when we receive them.
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Stabi'lity: Surface erosion was minimal or absent on all sloped areas. Some
minor erosion was noted in the main drainage through the property.

Vegetation: Species diversity was observed with at least four species readily
apparent, two of which were more dominant than the others.

Cover: My visual estimate of new cover was approximately 50% of the
surrounding native cover. There was evidence that cattle grazing
had occurred in the area.

I trust this report satisfies the request for additional information made
by the Division relative to Condition No.2 of the Mined Land Reclamation
Contract. An annual report on ground cover will be submitted again in July.|985. 

Please call at your convenience if you have any questions.

Si ncerel y,

Zzz:64
Richard E. Blubaugh
Regulatory Affairs Manager

cc: R. Lewis
R. Dye

REB/jl
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SOIL ANALYSIS REPORT

Job No. :584028.
Chemist:CR

Location:6406- 19

Sa I e Nurnber

un'its

Corxluctiv'it nrrnho cm

Sa l.lrr.r t i on

Solrrlrle I'la,

Soltrlrle Ca nle

/r
/r

Soluble llr ilte(

SAR

Sel crr i urrt, pl)nr

Boron, pflrlq

Cafltonates, Z (as CaCOil

0rtrarr ic Carbon

Total N, %

Soluble Potassium, meq/l

ll i tra te

Pho s plroru s

Exchanqeable Sodiunr. %

*Catiorr Excll-ange CaIaci t

* xni/ I00 grants

ilqry r"rrrr r,t!!4rer fpr



Sampl e
Number

CORE LABORATORIES, INC.
ANATYTICAL REPORT

Job No.:
Chemi s t:

Locati on:

TEXTURE ANALYSIS REPORT

I nterval % Sand % Silt % C1a Texture Classi fication
SANDY LOAl'l

rhoFo6IYs'o9in63dinle.Fe|o|io6ocb.r.dd.b..do|i@odm|.rio|spp|iJd'the.h6nl|owhoh'ond|olwhd.
.''e,*dtep'e*.{lh.be'|iUdg@n|o|cd.Lotdotdie..|d'(o|ldbdondmis3i*ex..p|ed);hj|cdoLoboo|di6'|f'odibofkdond.hp|oy..!.o'3UrmE!pon3ib|'iY.b@d
..F .*nrord' .! ro rhe Fedudiviry Foper oFolionr, q Frolitoblo@$ 6l oiy oil, 9or, <@l d orh* miErol, Foperry, wll or iond i. (!|Grbn wt$ whi.h 3(h r.pdl i. usd d r€liad upd



RECEIVED I

AfrLc:s Nfif'nzencnfs SEP r o 1984
Iltvleton of Allce Oorpor<rflon

Posl Offlce Box lpo?
Moab, Utch o45gs -rzoz

Phone (aoil pde-trgr

July 16, 1984

Mr. James Smith, Jr.
Division of Oil, Gas & Mining
4241 State 0ffice Building
Salt Lake City, Utah g4ll4

RE: Roosevelt Mine
Condition No. z
Mined Land Reclamation Contract

Dear Mr. Srnith:

..^ Engrosed^plgr: tilg the photographs referenced in my report toyou.of July 12,.1984. Also, enctos6a ii-a u.i.r e*ptanairton-6i tn.photographs, which were taken iay 26, tiea ii'in. recraimed Roosevertmine site.

Si ncerely,

//Z-Utfuryra
Richard E. Blubaugh
Regulatory Affairs Manager

Encl.

REB/J I
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Photo No.

I

3

4

5

ATLAS MINEMLS

ROOSEVELT MINE

PHOTOGRAPH EXPLANATION

Expl anati on

Major drainage of site - looking towards re-
cl aimed portal .

Overview of reclaimed mine site. 0ld portal in
upper I eft. :

Portion of reclaimed contrasted with native area.

Reclaimed area just west of main area shown in No.2.

Close-up of new vegetation - typical of denser
growth.

Similar to No. 5

Close-up of new vegetation - typical of sparser
growth

Existing native vegetation - typical of denser
growth - adjacent to west side of site.

Existing native vegetation - typical of sparser
growth.

Natural revegetation on old mine rock.

8

10

Note: Photographs were taken by R. E. Blubaugh May 26, 19g4.


